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AGENDA D-4(a, b)

APRIL 2010
M E M O R A N D U M
TO: 

Council, SSC and AP Members


FROM: 
Chris Oliver



Executive Director

DATE:

March 30, 2010
SUBJECT:
Misc issues – EFH and HAPC
ACTION REQUIRED
(a)
EFH 5-year Review, action as necessary
(b)
Review and adopt HAPC criteria and priorities

BACKGROUND

(a)
EFH 5-year Review, action as necessary

The EFH Final Rule and each of the Council’s FMPs require that a review of EFH components be completed every 5 years. The Final Rule provides guidance that EFH provisions be revised or amended on this timeline, as warranted, based on available information. There are ten EFH components that are included in each of the Council’s FMPs, and any change to text of the FMP requires a formal FMP amendment. The ten components are: 1. EFH descriptions and identification; 2. Fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH; 3. Non-Magnuson-Stevens Act fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH; 4. Non-fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH; 5. Cumulative impacts analysis; 6. EFH conservation and enhancement recommendations; 7. Prey species list and any locations; 8. HAPC identification; 9. Research and information needs; and 10. Review EFH every 5 years. 

A summary report of the EFH 5-year review for 2010 was mailed to the Council in March 2010. The report includes reviews of the individual species EFH information for five of the Council’s FMPs (BSAI and GOA groundfish, crab, scallop, salmon) 
, as well as the review of impacts on EFH from fishing and non-fishing activities. The summary report was mailed to the Council before the Crab Plan Team had an opportunity to discuss the crab stock assessment authors’ review of crab species EFH. Consequently, a supplement to the report is attached as Item D-4(a)(1), which revises chapter 7 of the report to reflect the Crab Plan Team’s recommendations. The Crab Plan Team’s minutes are also available, under agenda item D-1.
The Council’s action at this meeting is to review the summary report, and decide whether further action is needed.  Based on the review, the Council will decide whether any of the new information highlighted in the review warrants initiating further evaluation, or FMP amendments to revise EFH descriptions and recommendations in the Council FMPs. Chapter 14 of the report, which summarizes conclusions from the review (updated to reflect the Crab Plan Team’s recommendations), is attached as Item D-4(a)(2) for your convenience.  The Ecosystem Committee is meeting on Wednesday, April 7, in order to provide comments or recommendations to the Council on this agenda item. The Committee minutes will be distributed at the meeting. 
(b)
Review and adopt HAPC criteria and priorities

Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) are geographic sites that fall within the distribution of EFH for the Council’s managed species. The Council has a formalized process, identified in the FMPs, for selecting HAPCs. Under this process, the Council will periodically consider whether to set priority habitat types. This action initiates a Council call for proposals for candidate sites to be identified as HAPC, which meet the specific, priority habitat types. Proposals may be submitted by members of the public, organizations, or Federal or other agencies. The sites proposed under this process are then sent to the Council Plan Teams for scientific review, to determine whether they have ecological merit, and are also reviewed for socioeconomic and management and enforcement impacts. This combined information is presented to the SSC, the AP, and the Council, and the Council may choose to select various HAPC proposals for further analysis and implementation.

The Council has decided to consider whether to set habitat priority types, thus initiating a call of proposals, in conjunction with the completion of the EFH 5-year review process. A discussion of the last HAPC proposal process (in 2003-2004), suggestions for HAPCs that have come before the Council since that time, and suggestions for possible HAPC priorities resulting from the EFH 5-year review process are summarized in chapter 12 of the EFH summary report, which is attached as Item D-4(b)(1). 

During the previous HAPC proposal cycle, in 2003-2004, the Council received feedback from the public and the Plan Teams criticizing the criteria established to evaluate the HAPC site proposals. The Council asked the SSC to revise the criteria prior to a new HAPC call for proposals. In February 2010, the SSC presented the Council with revised criteria (Item D-4(b)(2)), and these have been made available for public comment since the February meeting.

The Council’s action at this meeting is to decide whether to set HAPC priorities, and thus initiate a call for proposals for candidate sites. The Council also needs to adopt revised criteria for evaluating proposals, which will be published with the call for proposals. Item D-4(b)(3) is a draft Request for Proposals (RFP) for your review. Should the Council decide to go forward with setting HAPC priorities, the priorities would be inserted in the draft, and the call for proposals will be announced in the Federal Register and in the Council newsletter. A draft schedule outlining the steps involved in the HAPC process is also provided below.  

	Steps in the HAPC process
	Draft Timeline 

	Council sets HAPC priorities
	April 2010

	Prepare and issue call for proposals; proposal period open
	May 3-August 16 (14 weeks)

	Initial screening of proposals for adherence to priorities; Council selects proposals to go forward for review
	October 2010

	Socioeconomic and enforcement review of proposals by staff
	October-November

	Plan Teams joint meeting to review of proposals for ecological merit
	January 2011

	Council decision on whether to formulate proposals into an amendment analysis
	February 2011

	Initial review of amendment analysis
	April 2011

	Final action on amendment analysis
	June 2011


ESTIMATED TIME


6 HOURS


ALL D-4 ITEMS











� Note, the EFH provisions of the Council’s Arctic FMP have just recently been reviewed during the FMP’s development and adoption, in 2009. 
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